
Missile Defense (Nov. 2007) 

Congress on Brink of  Cutting Missile Defense
You may have recently read  about a dispute between the U.S. and Russia concerning our

nation's plan to bolster our missile defense capabilities in Europe.  The planned missile defense
system is designed to help protect against possible enemy attacks. In particular, Iran's pursuit of
nuclear technology threatens our national security and our European allies. Russian President
Vladimir Putin strongly opposes the missile defense plan, and has suggested that the
deployment of this capability in Poland and the Czech Republic would undermine regional
stability and could spark a new arms race. Importantly, our nation has offered to share the
missile defense technology with Russia.  Many believe President Putin's concerns are
unfounded and that his rhetoric is needlessly overheated.  I share that view, and believe our
nation should stand firm and move forward with developing this capability.  

Unfortunately, some in Washington believe we should not move forward, at least not now. 
Earlier this year, the House passed a defense spending  bill that would cut funding for the
European system by $236 million,  including $85 million for site construction.  A 
Senate bill
that establishes overall defense policies calls the missile interceptor system "premature" and
would require a study to determine whether other missile defense capabilities make the planned
European interceptors unnecessary. These actions, if enacted into law, would prevent our
nation from proceeding with the European missile defense system for at least a few years.

        

 Missile just before interception during test

  

It is true that our missile defense capabilities are multi-faceted.  Some missile defense systems, such as the Patriot Missile, are designed to destroy short-range weapons after they reenter the Earth's atmosphere.  Other systems are designed to intercept medium-range missiles.  As you can see in this video , our nation recently conducted a successful test in which a U.S. interceptor destroyed a medium-range missile, also during its "terminal phase."  The good news is that the House and Senate would fully fund these systems.

  
    
      But I believe it would be shortsighted and unwise to shortchange funding for systems,
particularly the interceptors we want to place in Europe, which would target longer-range
missiles when flying far beyond the atmosphere.  Some argue that these systems are
unnecessary because only a few countries currently have the capability to unleash a long-range
weapon. But I believe we should begin preparing now for future threats, especially since Iran
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http://www.house.gov/htbin/leave_site?ln_url=http://www.washingtontimes.com/article/20071024/NATION/110240048
http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/bdquery/z?d110:h.r.03222:
http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/bdquery/z?d110:s.01547:
http://www.house.gov/htbin/leave_site?ln_url=http://www.mda.mil/mdalink/videos/thaad_ftt08.wmv


Missile Defense (Nov. 2007) 

reportedly could have long-range missiles as early as 2015. This threat alone provides a
compelling reason for our nation to develop state-of-art missile defense technologies with
diverse capabilities that could repel enemy attacks.

 An effective missile defense system is technologically achievable and is the last line of defense
against possible attacks against Americans and our allies.  As the legislative process on the
House and Senate measures continues, I will be actively supporting efforts to reverse this
misguided course and allow the European system to proceed without delay.  
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